The greatest uncertainty when predicting consequences of environmental change on 45 ecosystems is determining their effects on interactions among species (Daufresne et al., 2009;  affected as climate change ensues (Mead et al., 2103) . Given inter-specific differences in thermal M A N U S C R I P T A C C E P T E D ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT 5 transition zone along the east coast of South Africa (Wooldridge and Deyzel, 2012) . 67 Rhopalophthalmus terranatalis distribution, however, reportedly extends further up the coastline 68 well into warmer waters of the subtropical region (Ortega-Cisneros and Scharler, 2015) . Since and Webb, 1998), we wanted to assess how temperature mediates predator-prey interaction 71 outcomes between these mysid species.
73
As a measure predatory interaction strength, a functional response (FR) approach was 74 employed. The FR of a predator is the relationship between prey density and consumption 75 (Holling, 1959) and is routinely used by ecologists to gain insight into predation dynamics 76 (Holling, 1959; Rall et al., 2012; Wasserman et al., 2016; Dick et al., 2017 and references 77 therein). Three forms of the FR are typically considered (Hassell, 1978; Alexander et al., 2013) .
78
Type I FRs are usually associated with filter feeders whereby there is a density independent 79 response characterized by the presence of an abrupt plateau in consumption as a result of 80 handling constraints (Hassell, 1978; Jeschke et al., 2004; Alexander et al., 2013) . Type II FRs 81 are, however, inversely density-dependent with prey consumed in high proportion at low 82 densities while at high densities consumption occurs at a decelerated rate until an asymptote is 83 reached (Alexander et al., 2013) . The Type III FR is a density dependent sigmoidal response 84 with low prey consumption at low prey densities (Hassell, 1978; Alexander et al., 2013) . Each 85 FR Type is, therefore, thought to have different implications for prey population stability with 86 Type II FR's considered more de-stabilizing for prey populations than the Type III FRs (Hassell,
Ricciardi et al. (2013) posit that individual performance will decline as differences 90 between ambient conditions and physiological optimum increase (environmental matching 91 hypothesis). This is pertinent in predator-prey systems given that the performances of both are 92 integral in interaction outcomes, and the level of environmental matching may differ between 93 predator and prey. Predator functional responses are, therefore, sensitive to changes in 94 environmental conditions. Temperature, for example, has been shown to have implications for 95 functional response type and magnitude, with implications for prey population dynamics (e.g. where N e is the number of prey eaten, N 0 is the initial density of prey, a is the attack constant, h 154 is the handling time and T is the total experimental period. We applied the Lambert W function • Mysid-mysid interaction strengths are, therefore, likely to vary temporo-spatially
